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City of Berkeley “°"? 


ITY MANAGER’S OFFICE 
180 MILVIA STREET ; 
ERKELEY, CALIFORNIA 94704 (415) 644-6530 


MEMORANDUM 


August 10, 1979 


LO: Honorable Mayor and 
Members of the City Council 


From: Forres aven, Acting City Manager 


Subject: TRI-CITY NUTRITION PROGRAM 


The Tri-City Nutrition Program provides hot nutritious meals to senior 

citizens at four Berkeley locations (North, South, West Berkeley Senior 
Centers, and the East Bay Japanese for Action Center), and two outside 

locations in Albany and Emeryville. 


Federal funds for this program have not been increased since at least 
October, 1977. Council was obliged to provide $10,000 in Federal funds to 
the program in July to prevent a significant reduction in the number of 
daily meals served to seniors at these centers. These additional funds 
will provide current meal levels through September 30, 1979. 


In June, 1979, the City submitted a new nine-month proposal to the State 
for operation of the Nutrition Program from October 1, 1979 through 

June 30, 1980. This proposal contained the actual dollar amount that 
would be required to continue the program at its current service level. 

The State returned the proposal and required us to reduce the budget to 
have it meet a dollar amount equivalent to that given us in 1977. That is, 
they have required us to revise it to 9/12 of the 1977 12-month budget. 


The Council was advised by staff that an analysis of the impact of such a 
reduction of the budget would be prepared and submitted to it as soon as 
possible. The attached impact analysis does that. This document provides 
a reasonable overview of the program, its history, and current status. We 
expect to have a follow-up report to the Council regarding the possibility 
of other funding sources to continue support of the Nutrition Program. 


Attachment 

cc: Chairperson, Title VII Project Nutrition Council 
Chairperson, Commission on Aging | 
Creyn GLerk 


CITY OF BERKELEY TRI-CITY NUTRITION PROGRAM 
FISCAL PERFORMANCE 


IMPACT ANALYSIS FY-78-79 and 79-80 


Submitted to: 
Berkeley City Council 
2180 Milvia Street 
Berkeley, CA 94704 


July 1979 


Forrest Craven, Asst, to the City Manager/Admin, 
Mary L. Blackburn, Director of Tri-City Nutrition Project 
Phil Kamlarz, Financial Management Analyst 


Digitized by the Internet Archive 
in 2024 with funding from 
state of California and California State Library 
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I. HISTORICAL BACKGROUND 


On October 6, 1977, the City of Berkeley received an invitation 
from the California Department of Aging to administer a three (3) 
city senior nutrition program. The communication stated that: 

"Since it is CDA's intent to have only one contractor 

for all three cities and the City of Berkeley currently 

holds a contract with our agency through 

September 30, 1977, we would like to know whether the 

City of Berkeley would be interested in submitting a 

proposal to subcontract with the cities of Albany and 

Emeryville to operate nutrition sites under the City 

of Berkeley's administration. The annual allocation 

including the City of Berkeley's budget is $209,489.69." 
The city responded to this invitation by submitting a three (3) 
month proposal effective July 1, 1978 - September 30, 1978, and 
a twelve (12) month proposal, October 1, 1978 - September 30, 1979. 
At the time the budget was developed and submitted for FY 78-79, 
there were at least four critical operational assumptions being 
made: 

1. The state consultant, at that time, advised the City of 
Berkeley that the maximum amount of Title VII monies available for 
the program was $209.490. The budget request would therefore, 
have to be based on the level of this grant award from the state. 
The city was also led to believe that an additional $10,000 - 
$15,000 could be expected from new federal funds (from the state) 
TNowanvary Of 1979) £0 defray costs not budgeted in the original 
application. However, the city enthusiastically embarked upon 


this new program, pending the receipt of new monies in early 


1979 to supplement the deficient budget. 
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2. The city was also in a position to provide an unusually 
high percentage of the total program cost in nonmarch ind in-king 
contributions (39%). Because of some flexibility in the budget of 
the Department of Recreation, Parks and Community Services, of 
which the Division on Aging was a part, there was the oppor- 
tunity to make modest adjustments for some of the inadequacies 
in funds. 

3. It was estimated from the total number of meals approved 
that the income from participants donations would represent 
approximately 11.5% of the total revenue of the program ($61,875). 

4. The $32,906 or 6.1% of the total cost of the program 
expected from the USDA Entitlement was an estimate, and could be 
increased if the total number of reimbursable meals exceeded 
that amount due to the increase in rate per meal. At the time 
the application was prepared, the approved rate was 29.25¢ per 


meal, but increased to 38.5¢ per meal, effective October 1978. 


II. FISCAL DEVELOPMENTS 


During the 78-79 program year, there were several significant 
developments affecting the level of finances available to the 
program. These factors contributed in varying degrees to the 
need to modify the original operating assumptions: 

1. The aftermath of Prop 13 led to a tremendous reduction 
in the level of financial resources available to the city as a 
whole. The direct impact of this on the Title VII-Tri-City 
Nutrition Program can be interpreted from the fact that the 
Department of Recreation, Parks and Community Services was 
dismantled. The anticipated backup support was reduced 


drastically. 
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2. The additional $10-15,000 anticipated for early 1979 
was never received. 

3. The income realized from participants' donations was 
considerably less than expected. The performance rate translated 
into an estimated annual short fall of about $17,000. 

4. The total amount of the USDA Entitlement was reduced 
by $1,986 in payment of an overdraft of the previous USDA 
contract, and those USDA funds requested were not always avail- 
able. An additional $600 in over payment for FY 77-78 was 
also charged to the 78-79 contract period. 

5. The state consultant advised that a 5.327% cost of living 
increase mandated by city agreements and understandings, effective 
July 1, 1978 - June 30, 1979 would not be approved by CDA and 
therefore, was not included in the budget. At that time, the 
cost of living increase was in litigation due to the special con- 
ditions imposed upon local governments for the receipt of state 
bail-out monies. Subsequently, this cost of living increase had 
to be paid because the 1979 ruling of the State Supreme Court 
upheld it. This decision afected: 

a) A three (3) month fiscal period between July l - 
September 30, 1978, which had already been closed out, a deficit 
OL VS1 O35. 

b) The first three (3) quarters of the 78-79 fiscal cycle 
from October 1, 1978 - June 30, 1979, a net deficit of $7,552. 

6. An additonal cost of living increase projected for 
July 1, 1979, also affects the fourth quarter of the 78-79 fiscal 


cycle and will. produce an estimated deficit of $7,803. 
*Due primarily to the late opening of the new centers. 
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7. A request for funds to defray these cost of of living 
increases absorbed in the 78-79 budget was denied by the state, 


creating an additional deficit in personnel cost of the current 


budget of about $16,890. 


8. An evaluation of project administration and staffing 


-needs required to administer sound fiscal as well as service 


components, reveals extremely inadequate manpower in relation 


to the mangnitude of the fiscal and pragmmatic record keeping 


and reporting required. 


III. PROGRAMMATIC DEVELOPMENTS 


Participation Rates: 
Approximately four (4) years ago, the City of Berkeley 


embarked on a major building contruction project designed 

to provide for the seniors of Berkeley three (3) new 
multi-service centers strategically placed in North, South 

and West Berkeley. The general program objective was to 
establish and maintain ongoing functional community focal 
points for a broad range of senior services. In line with this 
overall senior program direction, there was a specific need to 
administer a nutrition program that could serve as a pivotal 
factor in a comprehensive approach to senior services delivery. 
Thus, the meal program could provide an impetus for seniors to 
frequericte the senior services center, and to participate more 


fully in a broad range of senior activities. 


Two of these new centers are already in operation; South 
Berkeley opened in late march, and North Berkeley in late 


April of 1979. The third new center is projected to open 
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in March of 1980. Significant increases have been 
documented in the registration of new Berititc Spent as 
well as in the actual number of meals served at the two 
new centers: By using the number of registrants in the 
program in March of 1979 as a base index, a 34% increase 
in total program participants was recorded during the 
third quarter (April, May and June 1979). At least 43% 
of the increase was recorded in June 1979. Approximately 
98% of the total program increase was in Berkeley proper; 


and 97% was in the North, South and West Berkeley centers. 


Using the increase in registration as a barometer of program 
growth, it is possible to establish an individual growth 
factor for each of these centers during the third quarter: 
The growth rate for: 

1. North Berkeley - 105% 

2. South Berkeley - 16% 

3. West Berkeley - 16% 

4. East Bay Japanese - 3% 

5. Albany - 1% 


6. Emeryville - 6% 


The remodeling of the Albany Senior Center scheduled to 

open in August of 1979 is expected to generate a significant 
number of new registrants, causing an abrupt increase in the 
relatively stable growth rate during the fourth quarter. 

The West Berkeley Center scheduled to open in March of 1980 
is expected to at least triple the current level of partici- 


pation. 
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Food Cost: 

The raw food cost per meal, projected in the budgeted 

17 months ago (at the time the 78-79 application was 
submitted), is not realistic in face of current and the 
continuous rise in food prices. A 7% increase in food 
cost, translates into a reduction in the total number of 


meals that can be purchased with the funds available. 


At least a four (4) month delay in completing the new 
center kitchen, and equipping them for catering, require 

an extension of the catering contract with a private 

vendor through June 30, 1979. This cause an over-expen- 
diture of the annually projected catering cost by at 

least $21,000. The total raw food budget was redistributed 
to cover the overdraft of the catered meals; thus, 


compounding the problem. 


The tremendous growth potential generated by the two new 
centers has already led to a level of senior participation 
that exceeds the current level of funding. The new centers, 
yet to be opened, will increase this level of need even 


more. 


IV. PROGRAM IMPACT/FISCAL YEAR 78-79 


In spite of the major budget problem experienced by the Tri-City 


Nutrition Program during the first: three (3) quarters of the 


78-79 program year, most of the deficits were functionally 


absorbed: 


. Me 
Wes gaa” Gadd ced L emit @ ssl ane ‘hit : 
=. 


) epee t cn pr See adhd =e $n) bo: aahida 
ey 3a ove ar dis tinwk Sue « 12 4 CSRs : 


_ 
: + 
ieo> «4 MAA oO ® Pee Pag reas # 546 AVOUT IOSD 7 
: | 
: a 
tc wimbA Levog os Te hbatolier = oon) setaletess <20a0 an 
: : 7 
wIIGVP 2S DAP CPSA Bee T) 6! obegah¥ ulead 
_ 
iq :falewod as yeLal, Mace 1) > apt de : 
nen OS eRN Fob iss yi ye ocx a : i 
svi he fauw *S0s5069 “ipiaeshe o: ip eae ie us 
7 : 
OVE) Geno S2At c* rh “wt The ws IS «(SOG 
' 
ia Saws Hike Ioems ee Tas Ls > Th atu ct 
- 
vi Lt eros | vas we 3 4 bey ; on? af J ; suf | o, & A 866d 
Jud LoGn <r ap 60s: Fo 0 (Sethe GK! aseiOs oY 
5 
<a OM? .PLPronppes 


| ‘ ; 

we “ed mis et OSSRNENE TA IASEO GhhASe adrbyonaes act 
srdOOerOl 2 iad tosis ih Idee)! @ fer ni WWersds 270 wrasqngs 
Teo we aS o 6pilaes Aa duvet Sheree ws hp eebas Jet 


neve Lead ligres alaé MEET CAs anege ed of say 7 


: io Sole. eae 


Ts ; Fe 
’ 


i 


Personnel: 

The personnel cost was kept within the limits Sf the approved 
budget by; a) freezing the hiring of approved staff, 
b) doubling up responsibilities of available staff, 


c) not making allowance for staff relief; time for vacation 


and sick time; and d) utilizing to the extent possible in-kind 


staff support from the city. This practice, however, cannot 
continue indefinitely because the food services, as well as 


the administrative staff, are already grossly overworked. 


Food: 

The projected revenue for food provided in the 78-79 budget 
was from four sources; a) Title VII (Title III-C) funds, 

b) project income, c) city in-kind, and d) USDA - Reim- 
bursement. The revenue generated from project income was 
approximately $17,000 less than projected, and the available 
USDA funds were reduced by $1,986 by a 77-78 overdraft. In 
addition, the purchasing power of the available funds were 
approximately 7% less than projected. Thus, the net deficit 


in projected revenue for food was approximately $24,986. 


This deficit was absorbed to some degree by a delay in the 
opening of the new centers; thus, there was a lower level 
of service provided during the first and second quarters. 

A monthly average of 6,768 senior meals were served as 
compared to 8,239 during the third quarter. However, there 
Still existed a need for approximately $10,000 to purchase 


food during the fourth quarter to prevent a 25% reduction 
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A. 


in the average number of meals served per day. ‘This would 


mean turning away at least 115 seniors per day. (See Appendix A) 


Other Cost: 

All nonfood cost i.e. supplies, space, operation and main- 
tenance of the food van and equipment insurance as well as 
required travel, and staff training, constituted less than 
4% of the annual cash expenditures ($11,500). MThus, there 
are no funds in these line items that could be redistributed 


to defray the deficit in food funds. 


V. NUTRITION ADVISORY COUNCIL ACTION 


Participant Donations: 

The Council initially voted to raise the level of the 
Suggested Donation to 75¢ during the first quarter of the 
fiscal cycle. However, considerable concerns were raised 
as to the hardship this would place on the low income 
seniors who represent approximately 51% of the partici- 
pants. Subsequently, the donation was reduced to 60¢ 
during the second quarter. Council considered an increase 
in the level of the suggested donation again in July of 
1979, but the decision was to have it remain at the 60¢ 
level. The participant donations neted approximately 73% 


of the annually estimated project income. (See Appendix B) 


Title III-C (Title VII) Funding: 


In early February of 1979, the Nutrition Council embarked 


upon a massive campaign to bring the issue of inadequate 
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funding for senior services to the attention of their 
local, state and federal representatives. The seniors 
in all six (6) centers participated in a national paper 
plate drive that generated over four (4) million plates, 
cards, letters and resolutions on capitol hill, This 
show of senior concern was directly instrumental in the 
subsequent consideration of a supplemental appropriation 


of Title VII-C funds for the 78-79 fiscal year. 


Information received by the Council in July 1979 from 
several congressional sources, confirmed that Congress 
passed an amendment which would allocate an additional 
Jem Lon dollars OrolltLen cl leC( Title Vil). funds 
nationally, for the 78-79 fiscal year. The questions 
that still remain to be answered are; 

1. When will the Office of Management and Budget 
act on this amendment to make funds available under its 
mandate? 

2. If, and when, these funds are released, will any of 
them be made available to California? 

3. If any of these funds reach California, how 
will they be distributed geographically? 

4, What criteria will be used :to determine the 
grantee recipients, and who will establish these criteria? 

5. If any of these funds reaches Alameda County, 
how will the level of distribution amoung the three (3) 


projects be determined? 


0s 


aot Le 


com 
‘viytt Re suigs aes ab: at stave aOR go 
oT 


2 an) “ 
Piskne? edt wee. a i 2m dat So. mare , banat 
+ arias ep. ty ne elie ete we (24 wiis or | 


Ds 
1? 


7 
x 
=} 
’ 


315 48) a 2 Spo. pelerntey £8 ; Sr ut eie2g 
DET SEALS: ae monte we ¢ iy fasssa!l .¢h ees : 
Farcnte — ;3 (i Sait; é are s4640° acghec: ic wode : 
im rots? £9 seasidegen p Sx £0 S.28,Shig 


Say | east | pr-br, Sn sot alley’ ITV wtii7 A 


a | als . | | ; 


ae @! ; 
- I horas $43 Vis. Toeers oe as Cue Ge TT 771i ie 
wore Ye A ganas Osa : . ; - 
eos 2b on aiz vd shou _ es, re © ga ry ub La ; n'e ‘ 4 ] Ty roy 
a SA Ein 1th o td 6 blivsy Sache Roenrtwind age aoe Ties | 
(Gaui (LIV eee ees SE wea aer (se, Lint eo 
tito) Saeco At (zp i eeet) 2. “Behe wet . St heer 
a. ee 
rae ; ital ae eT G7 Al) a. ateys <2 
TOPoOUS, Ee Yess i SUR TSE ba! ilies nwt ! 
ii? Sakae a Delp! teat elite’, -qslnn ot Retr me <ihd ao. 326 


4 : - > 
O90n7 “cameo Goce .t2 = h 


4. pee ona ) ous 


well, fe < cme Se ae 
: oe ts 
oA pene? a 


chains 


The Nutrition Council has instituted an inquiry into 
the status of the supplemental appropriation. It will 
seek to gather statewide information relative to impact, 
and find ways by which seniors can affect the: 

1. Release of the funds in Washington 

2. Question of distribution of funds to states. 

3. State's decision about how these funds might 


be distributed locally. 


C. Private Funding/Donation: 


No significant efforts have been made by the Council in 
pursuit of private funding/donation. This issue has been 
raised by various members on several occasions but no 
definite action of committee assignments have been made 
to date. The overriding concerns has been "why should 
seniors have to go begging, they are entitled to at 


least one meal per day: 


VI. PROGRAMMATIC IMPACT/FISCAL YEAR 79-80 


In June of 1979, the City of Berkeley developed and submitted 
to the California Department of Aging, an application for 
Continuation Funding of the Tri-City Program for $218,620, 
October 1, 1979 - June 30, 1980. Because of the 1978 conso- 
lidation mandate, funding request for services, effective 
July 1, 1980, will be negotiated through the Alameda County 
Area Agency on Aging (AAA). The city will therefore, need to 
submit an application to the AAA by March 1980 for services 


commencing July 1980. 
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The 79-80 funding request was submitted at a level that took 
into considerat, to some degree, the rapid growth noted in 

the program during the third quarter of 78-79, and anticipated 
additional increases in nutrition service demands during the 
program year. The state consultant, however, advised the 

city that the nine (9) month request for Title III-C funds 


must reflect only 75% of "the 78-79 grant “allocation.* 


In order that the 79-80 budget might reflect the grant award 
stipulated by the state ($157,118), $77,191 in adjustments 
were made in the cost categories (see the Impact Analysis - 


Appendix C. 


A. Personnel: 

Personnel requested was reduced by 29.8% or $56,240. This 
translates into: 

1. No clerical support and only a 33% time Accounting 
Clerk. 

2. No driver for catering at three (3) sites. 

3. No staff relief time or merit increases. 

4, Insufficient man-hours for the Meal Site 
Coordinators in at least three (3) of the meal sites. 

5. Insufficient man-hours for Senior Service Aides 


in at least two (2) of the meal sites. 


B. Food: 


No consideration is given to increase demands. Meals are 
projected at 400 per day at the current raw food cost of 
$1.10/meal. Thus, there is a loss of 50 meals per day 


from the current approved level and no allowance has been 


*The level of the 1979-80 budget is no greater than that offered 
in October, 1977. 
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made for any inflationary factor. The meals, therefore, 
could be affected by reduced portion size, quality, or 


number of food items on the menu. 


Supplies: 


1. Food Services - An average of $66 per site, 
per month is available for all nonfood supplies. 

2. Postage and Office Supplies - No funds are 
available in the budget. 

3. Printing/Duplication - Approximately $66 per 
month for all six (6) sites. 

4. Replacement of Equipment - A total of $33 per 
site. 


5. Subscription/memberships = Total $85 


Repair and Maintenance: 

1. Vehicle Operation - $100 per month for services 
to three (3) catering sites as well as the routine 
acquisition of supplies for all six (6) sites, 

2. Vehicle Repair - A total of $22 per month, 

3. Equipment Maintenance - A total of $16 per month 
with no funds available for maintenance contracts in the 


dishwashers at the new centers. 


Insurance: 


No allowance for increase above the 78-79 budget level. 


Required Training: 
For 24 staff and 72 volunteers. A total of $3,13/person, 
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In summary, the reduced 79-80 budget will not purchase the level 
of services now being provided by the Tri-City Program. Because 
the Title III-C Programs nationally are operating on a Continu- 
ing Resolution, it is not known if any new federal monies will 
be made available before the end of the budget cycle. Therefore, 
the program will require: 
1. Reduction of 1,000 meals in the 78-79 allocated meals 
per month. 
2. A complete halt to any growth in program participation; 
thus, seniors will have to be turned away. 
3. Reduction in the current level of participation of at 
least 1,000 meals per month, if the program experiences 
an inflationary rate in food and other cost equal to that 
of the 1978-79 program year. 
4. Further reduction in meals if the projected revenue from 


participant donations fall below the anticipated level. 


Inadequate funds for administrative staff will lead to problems 
of program compliance. The lack of staff relief time will place 
a continuing hardship on the current food services staff and 
would set the stage for unnecessary personnel problems. The 
lack of funds for approved/required salary increases could lead 


to the lost of very valuable/committed staff. 
VII. COMPARATIVE COST PERFORMANCE 


Efforts to obtain data from the state on potential implications 
of funding impact on program performance of programs in the state/ 


our area have not been fruitful. The state consultant has advised 
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the city that accumulative data related to total program cost 
per senior meal, raw food cost, level of participation, budget 
deficits, potential program cut backs, etc. are not available 
in any meaningful form at the state level. The Nutrition Advisory 
Council will be addressing this lack of useful information through 


joint efforts with state staff and elected officials. 


A third quarter food cost analysis of the Tri-City Program and 
information received by direct contact with the other two (2) 
senior nutrition projects in Alameda County revealed: 
1. South County - (San Leandro, Hayward, Fremont, Newark, 
San Lorenzo, Livermore, Pleasanton, and Union City) 


a $1.15 per meal raw food cost for the month of May 1979. 


2. Oakland and Alameda - that 93% of the meals are catered 
and the cost per meal ranges from $1.48 to $2.00 per meal. 


3. Berkeley, Albany and Emeryville - a third quarter accumu- 
lative average, raw food cost of $1.10 per meal for all 
meals and $1.114 per meal for senior meals. 

This very limited assessment indicates that locally, the Tri- 
City Program is performing below or equal to the raw food cost 
rate experienced by other similar programs in the Alameda County 


area. in addition, the program is not utilizing any Title Ili-C 


funds for social support services. 
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VIII. STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS 


Given the current dilemma with respect to the need for an additional 
$10,000 for food to accommodate the demands for meal services 
through September 30, 1979, a deficient 79-80 budget that allows 
for no increase in funds above those made available for the 78-79 
program year, and a nutrition program that experienced a dramatic 
increase in senior interest/participation, and demands for services 
during the past three months, it is recommended that: 

1. Council not rescind its allocation of $10,000 for the period 
July 2, 1979 - September 30, 1979 for senior meals. 

2. That a decision on any additional funding for the period 
October 1, 1979 - September 30, 1980 be deferred until the 
first meeting in September at which time staff will have com- 
pleted a comprehensive evaluation of funding resources in 
light of anticipated current and future demands, including a 


review of the total senior program budget priorities. 
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APPENDIX A 
CITY OF BERKELEY TRI-CITY NUTRITION PROGRAM 
MEAL SITE ALLOCATION AND PROJECTED MEAL REDUCTION 
July 1 - September 30, 1979 


| 


Meal/Day Meal /Day Reduction = Meals/Da 
_MEAL SITE 78-79 Allocation | Seniors Registered| June 1979 |June Meals + Allocation | July-Sept. Aug.-Sept.> 
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oe 


City of: Albany 


East Bay Japanese 


WwW 
OI 


City of Emeryville 


cee) 
183) 


North Berkeley 48 
South Berkeley 115 65 
TOTAL/AVERAGE 450 242 


Footnotes: 
yew registrants during third quarter 1979 


2 
“New center is not opened 


sReduced to: a) at least. 25% of daily allocation 
b) approximately 54% of total allocation 
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APPENDIX B 


° 


TRI-CITY NUTRITION PROJECT THIRD QUARTER PROFILE 
SENIOR PARTICIPATION AND DONATION 


April 1979 May 1979 June 1979 


}Senior FSenior FSenior 
MEAL SITE Meals |Donation* Meals |Donation4 Meals |Donation* 
Albany Senior Center 1474 23¢ 1570 33¢ 1364 25¢ 


Emeryville Senior Center 56¢ 


603 59¢ 
East Bay Japanese For 
Action _1020 53¢ 1085 53¢ 58¢ 
North Berkeley Senior 
Center ee 50¢ 2689 50¢ 2735 50¢ 


South Berkeley Senior 
Center 2070 57¢ 2236 58¢ 2271 54¢ 


West Berkeley Senior 
Center 50¢ 


e522 51¢ 553 48¢ 615 
Total Meals and 
Average Donation 7499 49¢ 8709 50¢ 8508 49¢ 


*Average Donation Per Senior Meal Served 


Footnotes: 

1. Total meals first % of year - 40,605 (average donation 56¢) 

2. Average Donation/Meal Third Quarter = 49¢ 

3. Decrease in donation per meal since January 1979 - 11¢ per meal or 18% 
4. Deficit in projected donations: 


a) First i FY - $30,938 less $22,167 = $8,771 
b) Third Quarter - $15,469 less $12,027 = $3,442 
c) Total deficit to date =512,213 


Prepared By: Mary L. Blackburn, Project Director 
Date: July 16, 1979 
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APPENDIX C 


IMPACT ANALYSIS 
TRI-CITY NUTRITION 79-80 BUDGET REVISION 


Original Budget . 
Budget Request Revised Budget | Percentage* Dollar Value* 
BUDGET CATEGORY 79-80 79-80 . 79-80 Reduction Reduction 


Revenue: 

-State and Project Income $271,365 194,718 $66,202 
-USDA 30,920 28,952 3,619 
eCity 9598 -0- 1310 


7,370 
3 -$87,803 78-7 
Personnel 175,858 29.8% -56,240 
rere 126,094 18.58 -18, 800 
Food Services Supplies sy P Als 


OI 
So 
(o>) 


2 -1,400 
Office Supplies & Postage ae 100% = 00 
Travel and Training 700 eos aan San 14.3% ae 


Replace Equipment 


Vehicle Repair & Maintenance 
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Vehicle Operation 
Equipment Repair and 
Maintenance 


Other Cost 
Space & Utilities 2,560 h igeee pe joy 1,244 10.83% - 151 


Membership Dues 
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Insurance 


Total Budget Reduction $77,191 
*Reduction in Original Budget Request 1979-80 
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